and with the assertion of the regional self, but concomitantly they evoke the nation's collective self and the individual's participation in building the national state. As an exponent of the Bikol language, Janer experimented with nonhispanized Bikol words, word plays, and word formations, providing copious footnotes with word equivalents, resulting in a critic like Lilia Realubit dismissing him as possibly "a good lexicographer rather than a good fiction writer" (188). But Janer can be regarded as a type of pioneer of this literary strategy. His faithfulness to and affection for (kadayuputan) the "delectable language" (managom na tataramon) of his "own place" (rugaring) gives him prominence in the regional and, one would hope, the national canon.
As in Sy's case, Barbaza also faced the challenge of finding sources. Janer's works numbered over a hundred, but many of the original manuscripts as well as the magazines where they appeared have been lost. Of his sixty-two essays, for example, only eighteen are found in the Janer collection in the main library of the University of the Philippines Diliman. In the case of his 109 short stories, only in the case of ten titles are copies of both the manuscript and the magazines that published them are available. The preservation of creative works such as Janer's is a patently urgent task.
In her analysis of Darna movies, Cherish Aileen A. Brillon also begins from a marginal position: superhero stories cannot shake off their reputation as "infantile subliterature," as nothing but profitable entertainment, yet fantastic tales such as those of Darna can be seen as articulating societal issues. And while some scholars have analyzed the comic book (komiks) versions of Darna, Brillon chooses to read two Darna movies that were produced and shown in the early period of martial law. Although sources on how viewers interpreted these films at that time seem unavailable, Brillon forwards the view that through its representations of violence these Darna movies expressed the country's trauma at the imposition of martial rule.
In a research note, Jethro Calacday questions the persistent efforts of historians to say that the seminary in Nueva Caceres was established in 1793 and yet also argue for an older inception by linking the seminary to the Casa de Clérigos, whose existence is not even ascertained. Calacday argues that the case for the Casa as an incipient seminary is weak and even fallacious. The reliable historical evidence, he contends, is a royal order issued in 1785 directing the creation of the seminary, which was physically inaugurated in 1797.
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